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MODIFICATION OF LOCAL PARTICIPATION IN FLOOD 
CONTROL PROJECTS 


TUESDAY, AUGUST 4, 1959 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to call, in room 1302, New House 
Office Building, at 10:15 a.m., Hon. George H. Fallon presiding. 
Mr. Faxon. Ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on Public Works 
jsmeeting this morning to hear witnesses on H.R. 2185. It is a bill to 


authorize modification of local participation in flood control projects. 
(H.R. 2185 follows :) 


(H.R. 2185, 86th Cong., 1st sess.) 
A BILL To authorize modification of local participation in flood control projects 


Beit enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That whenever the Secretary of the Army 
determines that a flood control project should be constructed without delay 
because of unusual danger to life and property and such project is located within 
alabor surplus area as determined by the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of 
the Army shall, upon application by those required to make such contribution, 
reduce the local contribution otherwise required for such project in such manner 
as he determines to be necessary to provide for the immediate construction of 
such project. 

Sec. 2. This Act shall apply to (1) those flood control projects authorized 
before the date of enactment of this Act but the construction of which has not 
been commenced on the date of enactment of this Act, and (2) those flood control 
projects which are authorized after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 3. In reducing the amount of the local contribution under the first sec- 
tion of this Act the Secretary may effect such reduction (1) by decreasing the 
amount required to be contributed, (2) by extending the time within which such 
contribution must be made, (3) by permitting such contribution to be made in 
installments, or (4) by any combination of the foregoing methods. 

Sec.4. (a) For the purposes of this Act the Secretary of Labor shall designate 
as an area having a surplus of labor— 

(1) any industrial area in the United States in which he determines that 
there has existed substantial and persistent unemployment for an extended 
period of time, except that any industrial area in which there has existed 
unemployment of not less than (A) 12 per centum of the labor force for a 
period of one year immediately preceding the date on which an application 
for assistance is made under this Act, or (B) 8 per centum of the labor force 
during at least fifteen months of the eighteen-month period immediately 
preceding such date, or (C) 6 per centum of the labor force during at least 
eight months in each of the two years immediately preceding such date, shall 
rn designated as an area with a surplus of labor for the purposes of this 

ct. 

(2) any rural area in the United States where he determines there exists 
a large percentage of low-income families and a condition of substantial and 
persistent unemployment or underemployment. In making determinations 
under this paragraph the Secretary of Labor shall consider, among other 
relevant factors, the number of low-income farm families in the various rural 
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areas of the United States, the proportion that such low-income families are 
to the total farm families of each of such areas, the relationship of the in. 
come levels of the families in each such area to the general levels of income 
in the United States, the current and prospective employment opportunities 
in each such area, the availability of manpower in each such area for sup. 
plemental employment. 


(b) In making the determinations provided for by this section the Secretary: 


of Labor shall be guided, but not conclusively governed, by pertinent studies 

made, and information and data collected or compiled, by (1) departments, agen. 

cies, and instrumentalities of the Federal Government, (2) State and local goy- 

— (3) universities and land-grant colleges, and (4) private organiza- 
ons. 

(ce) The Secretary of Labor is authorized to conduct such studies, obtain such 
information, and compile such data as he may deem necessary to enable him 
to make the determinations provided for by this section. 

Sec. 5. (a) As used in this Act— 

(1) The term “local contribution” means any cash contribution, and any land, 
easements, or rights-of-way which are furnished by local interests, including 
land on which the project is located, flowage rights, and highway, railway, and 
utility relocation. 

(2) The term “flood control project” includes the flood control features of a 
multipurpose project. 

(b) For the purposes of this Act the term “unusual danger to life and prop- 
erty” includes but is not limited to dangers arising from hurricane-induced 
floods, high-intensity rainfall and rapid runoff, and other flooding which is or 
threatens to be of sufficient severity and magnitude to warrant disaster assist- 
ance by the Federal Government under the Act entitled “An Act to authorize 
Federal assistance to States and local governments in major disasters, and for 
other purposes”, approved September 30, 1950, as amended (64 Stat. 1109; 42 
U. S. C. 1855 and the following). 


Our first witness this morning is our distinguished flood leader, 
the Honorable John McCormack, of Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCormack. I may say on behalf of the committee, we are de- 
lighted to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN McCORMACK, MEMBER OF CONGRESS | 


Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. [I ap- | 
preciate the hearing given on this bill. Also the early consideration 


FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


given to it after I spoke to the chairman and to the members of the 
committee, Mr. Davis of Tennessee and others. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is a simple bill 
designed to bring about what I consider to be simple justice to many 
communities throughout the country. As an illustration of my 

roach to this bill, the benefit of it, if it becomes law, will not 

elpful to my district. I have no projects in my district. I have no 
rivers. We hae a river, but most of the people in the other areas 
of the country—the West and the South—would call it a creek. Of 
course, I am not calling it a creek because people in my district still 
think it is a river. The point of it is that the introduction of this 
bill is purely because I look at this country as a nation of 50 States— 
a Union of States—and the mere fact that my district will not benefit 
from it has never deterred me in the introduction of legislation which 
I thought was proper and just and beneficial to other sections of the 
country and which would represent legislation the consideration of 
which this Nation of ours should give to the different sections and 
communities of our country. 
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FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 3 


As a further illustration of that, in the latter 1930’s I introduced 
and was the author of—and I am very proud of it—the bill under 
which, by which and through which 100-percent appropriations are 
made now for flood control projects throughout the country. That is 
the McCormack bill, and my district is not a beneficiary of it. So I 
think my opening remarks can clearly establish the fact that this is a 
nonpartisan bill, certainly so far as I am concerned, and I know it will 
be so far as the members of the committee are concerned. 

It is your districts that will benefit from this. I do not say each 
individual Member’s district, but your sections of the country are the 
ones that will benefit in the main. It happens that there are one or 
two places in Massachusetts that will benefit but they are not in my 
district. They are deserving of consideration. The mayor of New 
Bedford is here, the Honorable Francis E. Lawler, and he will testify 
alittle later. 

The action of the Bureau of the Budget last year establishing a new 
interpretation of the plan for local participation in projects for pro- 
tection from floods caused by hurricanes, and its expressed desire to 
expand further local participation this year on all flood control 
projects is in my opinion unrealistic, impracticable, and shows lack of 
athorough study of the problems involved. 

Last year, as you will remember, the Bureau of the Budget took the 
position, subsequent] President, that three hurricane 
control projects in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Texas fell within 
the category requiring local participation on the basis of 70-percent 
Federal and 30-percent local. This was a departure from previous 
policy or interpretation of the law. 

Now I understand that in the omnibus river and harbor and flood 
control bill now before the Senate they have stated four other projects 
will be subject to this 70-30 percent local participation. If this Bu- 
reau of the Budget decision is not atid the projects will not get 
Federal aid even though, as in the instances of last year, they have 
been approved by all competent and responsible agencies and are 
badly needed. 

The unusual consideration involved in the establishment of these 
Federal flood and hurricane control projects is to remove the danger 
of loss of life and property from certain catastrophes and rampaging 
waters. In this sweeping action by the Bureau of the Budget Tre 
is a failure to recognize unusual dangers and conditions and the 
fact that State and local governments may not have the ability to pay 
their apportionment of costs immediately or in the lump sum. Does 
this mean cities and towns along the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers who 
are suffering from economic distress and severe unemployment must 
remain exposed to threatened flood dangers because the Federal Gov- 
ernment insists on them paying their share before giving them the 

rotection they have a right to expect from the Federal Government ? 

yhat about the flash floods in the dry western areas which can swee 
away many lives in an hour; or hurricanes in Texas and Louisiana 
Wil Federal aid be withheld from these Americans until they pay 
up? 

We have a similar situation in the project to provide hurricane pro- 
teetion in New Bedford in my State established as a participation 
project last year. New Bedford is a nationally recognized distressed 
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area with severe unemployment and social burdens which are severely 
taxing the financial capacity of the city and State to meet it. How are 
they going to find the money to meet this 30 percent of the cost of 
hurricane protection? This is the threat which hangs over the heads 
of these Americans this year, next year, and each successive year un- 
less the protection against loss of life and property is provided. 

I submit that the action of the Bureau of the Budget in this matter 
was not well thought out and is at variance with the intent of Con- 
gress in striving to protect our American citizens threatened with dis- 
aster and who in the past have undergone disaster. : 

Now that covers my statement. The bill I have introduced does 
not wipe out the 30 percent. My bill provides, as you will notice on 
pages 2 and 3, that it is confined to those areas where they can estab- 
ish they have a large unemployment of a chronic nature. My bill 
provides in section 3 for a reduction of the amount—not the canceling 
of it but a reduction of the amount to be contributed locally, or b 
extending the time within which such contribution must be e 
locally, where a case is made out for it; (3) by permitting such con- 
tribution to be made in installments—extending installments to help 
a i community; or, (4) by any combination of the’ foregoing 
methods. 


Who can kick at that? I cannot understand that. Who can kick 
at that? We are talking about distressed American communities. 
Threatened American communities. Their very existence threatened, 

Take as an example New Bedford. Unless they take care of this 
$15,500,000 hurricane project and pay their 30 percent, what little 
business is still there is likely to move away. What about attracting 
new business? I just pick out New Bedford as an illustration. They 
have a tremendous tax rate there. Their sources of revenue are 
ak reduced as a result of unemployment and the strain on the 
city. If they can present an equitable case that would justify the 
application of the 30-percent local participation in a more equitable 
way, why should that not be done? That is not changing the 30- 
percent contribution but it is an exception made to meet particular 
cases where justice can be done as you and I intend and as I know the 
executive branch intends. So that is really the purpose of this bill. 

If you read Secretary Brucker’s letter he does not come out against 
the bill. In his letter of May 4 he takes some exception to it and says 
that the Army Engineers have already found there is danger when 
they approve a project. All Aa There is nothing in my bill which 
makes it difficult. Amend it if you want to. So I am in the unusual 
Soensape which I enjoy because it reflects my outlook on life, of intro- 

ucing a bill that my district has no interest in, but I am interested 
in it and I know that the people of my district would want me to 
introduce it; and I would do it anyway. 

This is a bill which will bring benefits to many American com- 
munities that are distressed chronically from unemployment and other 
condtions which we are all acquainted with and aware of as Members 
of Congress from our studies and years of experience. I submit that 
this legislation should be attractive particularly to the members of 
this committee whose committee work is dedicated to such an impor- 
tant activity in the life not only of our entire country but certain! 
of those great areas where danger constantly confronts the people 
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through floods and disasters, whether inland where the t rivers 
flow or along the coastal areas where hurricanes have the habit of 


_ hitting when they come along. 


I have nothing further to say. I have here Mayor Lawler, of New 
Bediord, and he will be able to answer any specific questions that any 
of the members might like to propound. My appearance is in sup- 
port of a bill that sae aR me as being just and fair, and without 
regerd to our party affiliation. It is one that should appeal to all of 
us. It should appeal to us not as wiping out the 30-percent local con- 
tribution but an application of it; not even a relaxation of it, but an 
application of it where circumstances justify it so that the local com- 
munity can make its contribution without having further economic 
impact thrust upon it. This can be done through the extension of 
the period of time or through the other means provided in the bill, 
or through a combination of them. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any questions on my right ? 

Mr. Davis. Any questions I may have had cae been anticipated 
by our majority leader. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mack. Just one question, Mr. McCormack. Why does your 
bill refer solely to flood control which involves hurricane damage, 
of course, and it does not extend to beach erosion and river and 
harbor works, which are more or less in the same category. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, I would say that this bill was introduced 
as a result of the omnibus bill of last year, the history of which we 
are acquainted with. If there are any other 30-percent. contr ‘vution 
eases, by thoughts would apply to them equally; that is, where they 
meet these criteria they should be given the opportunity of receivin 
the same consideration. You gentlemen are more acquainted wih 
the places where 30 percent apples than I am. 

Mr. Mack. Of course, in beach erosion the percentage of local con- 
tribution is 70 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 70-30, You are correct. That is 70 per- 
cent local participation. 

Mr. Mack. That is right on beach erosion. 

Mr. McCormack. As far as I am concerned, I would favor the bill 
applying wherever there was that local contribution in any kind of a 

roject. 
7 Mr. Mack. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I ask a question on mechanics? When we 
authorize a specific project, of course, the project does not have to be 
built until funds are appropriated. Now, just to endeavor to follow 
through on the thinking in connection with the effect of this bill, 
suppose that this committee authorized a project which was to cost 
$25 million, let us say, and there is going to be local contribution of 
25 percent. The Appropriations Committee, we will presume, ap- 
propriated the first year $1 million and then there was a great hurri- 
cane or flood disaster. 

Even if we had passed this bill, where specifically would the Corps 
of Engineers get the funds to go beyond that $1 million which has 
been appropriated by the Appropriations Committee? 

Mr. i deme, Of course, they would have to wait, I would 


assume, for subsequent appropriations. Once the project is started I 
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think it is reasonable to assume that later appropriations would come. 
Furthermore, any agreement made would have to be dependent on the 
ernie, That is something that can be worked out under 
this bill on the mechanics. I would not have any fear about that, Mr, 
Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. The reason why I raise that question is, as I read this 
bill it implies if a great hurricane strikes or a flood strikes and the 
area qualified on the percentage of unemployment, that the Corps of 
Engineers would be given an immediate go-ahead to proceed at a 
more rapid pace than otherwise, and to reduce the local contribution. 

Mr. McCormack. That is where appropriations are made, of course, 
In other words, it is the way the appropriations are made. If the 
local community is unable to make the contribution and is finding 
difficulty, and if a case is presented where there might be an exception 
to the law of last year, under the terms as provided in this bill if it 
should become law, then the Army Engineers can make arrangements 
with the local community to pay it back in 20, 30, or 40 years. 

Mr. Batpwrin. Of course, I can understand that the Appropriations 
Committee may have appropriated $1 million and the Co s of Engi- 
neers would be in the position of not being able to proceed until they 

ot a commitment from the local people to match funds on a certain 

asis. Then if a flood or hurricane occurred and the Corps of Engi- 
neers was able to scale down the vacsnmey, eae iran they could use 
the funds already appropriated which they otherwise might not be 
able to use, but they still could have trouble if they did not have—— 

Mr. McCormack. That is true, Mr. Baldwin, but I think that is 
something there would be no difficulty in working out. 

Mr. Jones. The bill does not change the appropriation process one 
iota, does it ? 

Mr. McCormack. No, sir. There is no change in that, Mr. Jones, 
but Mr. Baldwin does raise a question here. I do not think, though, 
there would be much difficulty in that because the Congress appro- 
priates from year to year on projects which would not be subject to 
this. The Congress does not appropriate the full amount for a proj- 
ect, if we know they will cover a number of years, particularly projects 
of this kind. 

While it is true the Con has the power to appropriate or not 
to appropriate—which we have done—still I have confidence in Con- 
gress that once a project is started and they have authorized it, and 
there is a justification for its continuance, and conditions have not 
- changed which would require a discontinuance of it, that Congress 

would go through with the er, appropriations. : 

This in no way as I see it would present any difficulty in the ordi- 
nary situation which now exists. It just melts in and fits in to enable 
equitable consideration to be po where it is justified. It seems to 
me it issosimple and so just. It is just. 


I am not attacking the 70-percent contribution. I would not put 


that up to you gentlemen because I realize the position you would be 
in. I realize the difficulty. I am not attacking that. I am applying 
it. Iam trying by this bill to have it applied to communities requiring 
protection and I am willi rt along. ; 

If this bill is limited, Mr. Mack, it is not through any intent on my 
part, but I will confess through lack of knowledge, call it ignorance, 
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on the subject. But I would want this to apply wherever there is a 
Jocal contribution and wherever there is a case made out. 

Mr. Mack. Is this bill mainly an antirecession measure in order 
to get a started on these projects sooner in case great unemployment 


Mr. McCormack. No, sir. I can assure you I have never even 
thought of it from the angle of antirecession until you just asked 
me the question. I can see where there might be an effect in that 
direction but I never introduced the thought. It was simply to recog- 
nize that communities of ours ares faced with a condition where they 
need the protection and have to make this local contribution and they 
are already overburdened. Where there is chronic unemployment 
this would provide that there would be or could be an adaptation of 
the 70-percent contribution in the manner where there would be the 
maximum amount of good obtained with the least impact possible to 
the local community, keeping in mind its problems. 

Take New Bedford for example, which I understand had 12-percent 
unemployment, or it did until recently. To give you an illustration, 
their tax rate is up over $90 per thousand. The mayor of New Bed- 
ford is here and he will tell you that. The business section is located 
right where the hurricane hits when it hits. Whether business inter- 
ests are going to go out of business or not, they have to lift their 
machinery up off the floor and have their own local protection. 

Here is a city faced with this problem. It could be a city out in the 
State of Washington as far as I am concerned, or in any other State 
of the Union as far as my considerations are concerned. They are 
entitled to equitable consideration. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. McCormack, you say it could be repaid in 20, 30, 
or 40 years. How would you suggest that it be carried out? I donot 
mean to make a smart expression, but would the man who makes the 
poorest mouth be allowed 50 years, which would mean everybody 
would try to get in there? Would you set more or less a definite time 
on the extension of these payments ? 

Mr. McCormack. I would think whoever is administering it, Mr. 
Mumma, would do it in a proper way. I recognize that this or that 
administration is in there, and there might be this or that charge, but 
I cannot conceive—— 

Mr. Mumma. Should it not have a maximum in it? 

Mr. McCormack. I would prefer to let the discretion be there and 
be unlimited. When I say “unlimited” I mean for it tobe open. Of 
course, the officials charged with passing upon a particular project or 

rojects are going to apply the rule of reason. I would have confi- 
ence in the judgment of the man sitting down and discussing and 
negotiating with an appreciation of the local community, without 
peed to whatever administration there might be to administer our 
ws, 

Mr. Mumma. The current idea is to extend such matters as long as 
possible and that is the reason why I thought there should be some 
maximum. 

Mr. McCormack. I am ignorant of it. You gentlemen know. 
What is the usual thing? 
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Mr. Mumma. Well, they were talking about 100 years here a couple 
of weeks ago on the TVA situation. _ 

Mr. Jones. You mean you were talking over there about 120 years, 
We were not talking about 120 years. , 

Mr. McCormack. Well, you gentlemen are more qualified to con- 
sider that than I am, if any time limit is necessary. My judgment 
would be that those administering the law would apply the rule of 
reason. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Gray. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, but I would like to 
take this opportunity to commend our distinguished majority leader 
for introducing this legislation. I think it is very meritorious and he 
has made a forthright presentation. I think it is badly needed legis. 
lation and I want to commend him for introducing it. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. Can we have our col. 
league from Massachusetts present his statement now ? 

r. Davis. Thank you, Mr. McCormack. In the regular order of 
things we were going to hear from the Corps of Engineers, but in 
view of your request we will hear from the mayor of New Bedford 
now, Mr. Lawler. Come around, Mr. Lawler. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS J. LAWLER, MAYOR OF 
NEW BEDFORD, MASS. 


Mayor Lawter. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee, my name is Francis J. Lawler, mayor of New 
Bedford, Mass., which is located in Bristol County on Buzzards Bay, 

I am here today, gentlemen, to voice my personal support and the 
endorsement of my community for H.R. 2185, introduced by my 
friend, Congressman McCormack, in order to provide a le al 
for authorizing modification of local participation in flood 
projects. 

As you are probably aware, the Buzzards Bay area, together with 
the Narragansett Bay area, have been and are the two tidal locations 


asis 
control 


which have been most severely hit by hurricanes in the past 20 years, | 


In 1954, Hurricane Carol caused severe and extensive damage to 
the entire New Bedford shore line through the force of high winds 
and rising water. New Bedford, oiler with Providence, R.I, 
and New London, Conn., suffered the greatest amount of industrial 
damage and civic disruption. 

The Corps of Army Engineers have proposed that the most ef- 
fective way of preventing hurricane damage of this type in the future 
is to erect a barrier dike across New Bedford Harbor between a point 
in Fairhaven and the end of the peninsula which constitutes the 
southern extremity of the city of New Bedford. 

The purpose of H.R. 2185 is to provide a method for adjustment in 
the 70-percent Federal and 30-percent local cost-sharing basis now 

uired for financing flood control projects. 
 Ouite frankly, a city like New Bedford, which suffered nearly $27 
million worth of flood damage in the 1954 hurricane shall find it dif- 
ficult to afford a 30-percent contribution for the barrier dike which 
would be necessary to protect the New Bedford-Fairhaven Harbor. 
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As you gentlemen are aware, such projects in the past were tradi- 
portly financed virtually 100 percent by the Federal Government, 
ats. | and local contributions were confined to the cost involved in providing 
rights-of-way and an annual contribution for maintenance. New 
On- Bedford, therefore, which needs this flood control project more ur- 
ent | ntly than any other city on the eastern seaboard, now finds itself 
>of | faced with a change in the long-standing practice of the Federal Gov- 
emment in financing flood projects. 
| The bill introduced by Congressman McCormack would relieve the 

city of New Bedford from the unconscionable burden required by the 
| present policy of 30-percent local contribution. 

Ihe | It is a matter of common knowledge that New Bedford and the New 


S's | Bedford-Fairhaven Harbor area are faced with unusual danger to 
| life and property by virtue of hurricane threats. Past experience 
col- | with this type of natural disaster makes it imperative that remedial 
action be taken in order to protect the huge investment which industry 

r of | hasmade on or adjacent to our waterfront. 
t in In addition, H.R. 2185 serves a dual purpose in that the harbor dike 


ford project would be carried out in a labor surplus area, a circumstance 

| which the proposed bill requires as a condition for varying the local 
contribution presently required. 

| The Army engineers and the Weather Bureau have informed us 

that the possibility and probability of further hurricanes are very 


real, 
eer The barrier dike, therefore, is an urgent necessity which should be 
New constructed without delay, and the citizens of New Bedford feel that 
Bay. they should receive the same consideration and the same contribution 
| the | from the Federal Government which has been extended to other com- 
zood | munities in other areas under the former Federal cost-sharing 


atrol e benefits to be derived from the security afforded by the hurri- 
canedike are many. Improvement to our natural harbor for purposes 
; of shipping and as a base for our extensive fishing fleet would result 
‘ions | naturally. Protection of waterfront property, individual homes, and 
ears. commercial establishments would be assured. Industrial plants lo- 
ze to | cated on the waterfront would not be faced with the necessity of 
repairing and restoring expensive powerplants which have n 


RI, | knocked out entirely in previous hurricanes, with resulting loss of 
trial | om loyment and payrolls so vital to the city’s moneny. 
t ef | respectfully wish to register vigorous dissent from the position 


taken by the Budget Bureau, the Labor Department, and the Army on 
iture the merits of ILR. 2185. In my opinion, the proposed bill is not 
point | designed as a device to alleviate unemployment in the New Bedford 

the area, Furthermore, the financial cost of such a project, which is 
designed primarily for protection from a natural hazard, is beyond 
the economic capacity of. New Bedford to bear, and I believe that the 


now | Federal Government, particularly in this case, should shoulder the 


| sume responsibility that it has in similar projects in the past. 
$27 " Tcannot stress too strongly the importance of the testimony given 
i dif | here toda by Mr. Young of the Acushnet Process and the testimony 
b given before by Mr. Buckley of Revere Copper & Brass. The two 
rbor. | substantial industries head by these gentlemen suffered hurricane 
damage in the most severe form and they speak to you today out of an 
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experience the repetition of which should be safeguarded agains | 
without delay. 

On behalf of the more than 100,000 citizens of New Bedford, I wish 
to add my voice to theirs and urge upon you your prompt and favor. 
able action on H.R. 2185. 

Thank you very much. | 

Mr. Davis. A very thorough statement, Mr. Mayor. Mr. Mack. | 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Mayor, what is the estimated cost of the project, 
which has been authorized for relieving the hurricane damage at New 
Bedford ? 

Mayor Lawter. The costs have been changing, sir. We hear one 
cost and then we hear it will be a little bit more. But to my knowledge 
the actual construction of the hurricane dike in this area will run | 
the neighborhood of $19 million. 

Mr. Mack. Is that the authorized amount approved by Congress! 

Mayor Lawter. The only amount I understand has been approved 
by Congress at this point has been the amount of money for the sur. 
vey of the Army Engineers in the actual planning of this dike. 

fr. Mack. It is not an approved project there at the present time! 

Mayor Lawter. I do not believe it is, sir. It is approved by the 
Army Engineers as a necessity. 

Mr. Mack. Just a survey was approved ? 

Mayor Lawter. A survey has been approved and apparently nowit 
is approved. | 

reneral Wirson. Yes, sir. It is an authorized project, I believ 
for $17,200,000. 

Mr. Mack. Of which the local interests would pay one-third? 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. One-third of the construction cost. 
That $17,200,000 includes maintenance cost, and so on. 

Major Lawter. Beyond that, the contribution that the city of at 
Bedford has, is I think they figured it to be, $1,400,000 or $1,500,000 
for the rights-of-way and land and maintenance of the project. | 

Mr. Mumma. What type of wall is it you are going to build? ms 
concrete or just rubble? 

Mayor Lawier. I think the general would be more equipped to 
answer that question than I am. It is a very involved project. | 

Mr. Davis. He will testify later, Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. I want to ask } pee one more question. I realize thee 
hurricanes seem something of recent origin. Would you say Ner 

Bedford has been subject to those for 50 or 100 years, or has it bee 
just in the last few years that you have been troubled with them! 

Mayor Lawter. In the last 20 years we have been hit consistently. 
When we go back to last year we got one or two or three scares that 

a hurricane was coming. So for 2 or 3 days with whatever advane 
information we get, the plants on the waterfront immediately 
to raise their machinery and get it out of the way. Even a scare ft 
individuals with plants runs into $30,000 or $40,000. We find our big 
problem with plants on the waterfront which were built many yest 
ago, and we want expansion. 

Mr. Mumma. That is the point I have in mind. If you had the 
40 or 45 years ago it may have been a part of bad judgment that ; 


‘ 


put those plants there, but it is more or less recent that you have 
these hurricanes. I notice from the Weather Bureau that the 
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of hurricanes is such that they seem to veer off the coast when it gets 
up to New England. 
“Mayor Lawter. In the past 20 or 30 years we have been hit with 
three devastating hurricanes. 
Mr. Mumma. I realize that. 


_ Mr. Ropison. What is the percent of unemployment in New 


Bedford. 

Mayor Law.ier. As Congressman McCormack said, very recently 
it was up to 12 percent. We are now a little bit better off at the mo- 
ment. We are in class D, and I think our latest unemployment fig- 


ures are close to 8 percent. 


Mr. Roptson. You have been in the labor surplus area for some 
time. 

Mayor Lawter. For quite a few years. We were a textile city, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

Mayor Lawter. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Young, will you come around please ? 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD B. YOUNG, PRESIDENT, ACUSHNET 
PROCESS CO., NEW BEDFORD, MASS. 


Mr. Youna. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing and making a statement before you this morning. As 
Mayor Lawler told you this problem is very near to us because we 
have two plants on the banks of the Acushnet River which were built 
many years ago. In answer to Mr. Mumma’s question, there vcre no 
records of any hurricanes producing floods for 125 years before 1938, 
of the magnitude we have had since then. Then we had three of 
them in a period of 15 years and in between we have been gettin 
warnings every year that practically scare the living day lights out of 
us. 
Mr. Mumma. The warnings are worse than the hurricane. 

Mr. Youne. You cannot believe the warnings because when they 
say it is not coming it does, and when they say it is coming it doesn’t. 
Let me make my statement first and then I will be glad to answer any 
questions afterwards. 

Mr. Davis. All right, sir. 

Mr. Youna. My name is Richard B. Young, president, Acushnet 
Process Co., the manufacturers of golf balls, at New Bedford, Mass., 
and chairman of the New Bedford Committee on Hurricane Damage. 

This committee is composed of representatives from the 35 indus- 
tries located along the banks of the Acushnet River who suffered dam- 
age in previous hurricanes. We joined together to help each other 
out when we were all flat on our backs. Following that we have been 
trying to urge Congress and the Army Engineers to study the situa- 
tion to see if there was not some protection available. 

I would like to discuss with you the hurricane problems we have 
had in New Bedford. As Mr. McCormack said, it is national in scope 
and I can only approach it from our own point of view and tel! you 
what we hope the solution will be and the difficulties we anticipate in 
financing these corrective measures. 

New Bedford is a highly industrialized city of over 100,000 popu- 
lation. The majority of its industrial plants are built along the banks 
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of the Acushnet River which opens directly into the salt water. Three 
times since 1938 we have had severe hurricanes with accompanying 
salt-water flooding to the extent of 12 feet above high water. In our 
own plant in 1954 Hurricane Carol brought us 6 feet of salt water 
on the first floor of our plant, with physical damage to our property 
of over one-half million dollars, not including the loss of business and 
wages to our employees. 

In the greater New Bedford area there was $26, 200,000 direct dam- 
age due to flooding alone. This figure does not include wind damage 
or loss of business and wages to employees. It is straight flood damage. 
Of the $26 million total flood damage or loss more than $20 million 
was to industrial plants and the major part of the remainder was 
damage to the fishing fleet and related industries. 

This, of course, means that the U.S. Government has lost the tax 
revenue on over $20 million at the 52-percent corporation rate, or over 
$10 million per hurricane. This has vas! rw three times in a 15-year 

riod. So actually we feel the Federal Government has a very real 
interest in this thing if they can spend $15 million to $18 million and 
save themselves $30 million in 15 years, it looks like a good business 
investment. 

Studies by the U.S. Army Engineers and the Weather Bureau have 
indicated that the southern New England coast is still within the 
weather pattern which is conducive to hurricanes in the fall of the 

year and that we can expect we will receive further hurricane damage 

in the future. They have further determined that, if the worst ex- 
pected conditions of the tide and storm coincided—which has not hit 
us fortunately—it is possible we could get a salt-water flood with 
estimated damage to industrial property execeeding $100 million. 

For the above reasons, we are extremely interested in the proposed 
New Bedford-Fairhaven hurricane protection dike which will run 
from Fort Phoenix in Fairhaven to the New Bedford shore. We 
believe that the future economy of this area with a population of 
140,000 is dependent on completion of this project. 

Attached to this statement is a chart showing the damage figures 
for the 1954 storm and Corps of Engineers charts showing the loca- 
tion of the proposed protection program. There are three proposed 
dike areas to bottle off the city of Acushnet and its industrial property. 
At the present time this project has been completely studied by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and has been authorized by Congress 
and signed by the President. Funds have been appropriated to do the 
actual engineering and design work and this phase of the project is 
now in process. The estimated cost to complete the project is approxi- 
mately $18 million. 

I notice the general says $17,200,000. That seems to be a fluid figure. 
Every year that goes by it goes up a little bit. 

The original report by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recom- 
mended that this project be treated the same as all fresh water flood- 
control projects. This calls for the complete cost of the project to be 
borne by the Federal Government except that the local interest would 
be required to provide land acquisition costs and rights-of-way, would 
be required to hold the Government harmless from damage claims 
and would bear the cost of maintenance and operation. When this 
project was considered by Congress it was recommended by the Bureau 
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of the Budget that the local interest be required to contribute 30 per- 
cent of the construction cost in addition to the usual contribution 
mentioned above. It is our understanding that this 30-percent local 
contribution is required only on salt-water flooding projects and that 
it is not a requirement on fresh-water flood control projects. From 
experience, we believe salt-water flooding is just as bad if not worse 
than fresh-water flooding. 

We believe the 30-percent local contribution formula may make it 
impossible to complete this project. 

1 might say a word in pees about the salt-water flooding. We 
have about $3 million worth of equipment on the first floor of our 
plant that went under water. A lot of it is heavy equipment and the 
electrical controls that go with it. When the salt water goes through 
it you have about 3 hours to act or you have lost the whole thing. 
Corrosion sets in immediately and it is a very serious thing. 

The New Bedford area is badly distressed economically and is now 
in labor surplus category D. As the mayor told you we have been 
in E and conditions at the moment are a little bit better than they 
were. 

The banks of the Acushnet River are lined with large manutac- 
turing plants, many of which are empty as a result of the exodus of 
the cotton textile mills to the South and as a result of hurricane 
losses. 

Mayor Lawler, our local government, and various civic groups, 
have been diligently trying to fill these plants with new and diversi- 
fied industry. We have found it is impossible to attract new indus- 
tries into these plants or to persuade uming industry to expand as 
long as the hurricane threat is facing us. From the plans that we 
have seen, we believe this objection will be overcome by the hurricane 
protection dike and that in addition the harbor of New Bedford would 
become one of the best protected deepwater harbors on the east coast. 

This would casertall strengthen the chances of expanding the 
already great fishing industry in this area and we believe should in- 
crease the amount of freighter traffic, both coastwise and from abroad. 

It is our understanding that through the years the New England 
area has contributed approximately 7 percent of the taxes to the 
Federal Government. In return for this, the New England area has 
received less than one-half of 1 percent of the Federal projects. 

In view of the dire need, plus the difficulty the city would have in 
contributing the 30-percent local contribution required, it appears 
to us that steps should be taken to reduce the burden which will be 

laced upon the city of New Bedford and surrounding towns. We 

lieve that favorable action on Congressman McCormack’s bill, H.R. 
2185, would accomplish this reduction in the case of the New Bed- 
ford project. We also believe that our local situation is very similar 
to the one found in Providence, R.I., which is suffering the same eco- 


nomic woes and the same vulnerability to hurricane flooding, and 


incidentally flooding of industrial plants. 

We, therefore, very strongly urge that your committee give favor- 
able consideration to this bill. 

I appreciate the opportunity of being able to present our story to 


per committee and I shall be glad to answer any questions if you 
ave any. 
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Mr. Davis. Thank you. Are there any questions on this side? Any | 
over here? Thank you for a very good statement, Mr. Young. 
Mr. Youna. Thank you, sir. | 
Mr. Davis. We will hear next from Maj. Gen. W. K. Wilson, Jr, | 
who is Deputy Chief of Engineers of the Corps of Army Engineer; 
and who is accompanied by Mr. Howard Cook, Chief of the Special 
Projects Branch. If you have any technical questions we can refer 
—_ - him. We are glad to have you before this committee again, | 
eneral, | 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. W. K. WILSON, JR., DEPUTY CHIEF 0F 
ENGINEERS, ACCOMPANIED BY HOWARD COOK, CHIEF 0? 
SPECIAL PROJECTS BRANCH, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


; General Wizson. Thank you, sir. It appears to me I am appeari 
in the guise of the loyal opposition. I can make my points very 
briefly, Mr. Chairman. x: 

The Secretary of the Army already stated the position of the Army 


on the 4th of May this year. He makes two points. No. 1 is that wi 
regard to the unusual danger to life and property, as you know, we 


must determine that at the time we submit the origina) report to you. 


We report on the element of danger and the losses that have occurred, 
That is the basis for building up the justification for the project. It 


is from our view impractical to determine that unusual danger will | 


exist next year that did not exist this year or the previous year. 

With respect to the other aspect, it is just this. Once Congres 
enacted into law the provisions that they desire the local interests to 
take care of, the Secretary of the Army does not feel that he as an 
individual should have the right or the duty of changing those pro- 
visions without going through the normal procssses. The Corps of 
Engineers position is: We feel that the Secretary’s point are well | 
taken and we urge you give serious consideration to them, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Jones. General Wilson, the allocation of cost as I understand 
the Secretary of the Army’s position, would be changed. Is it that 
it would change the allocation of cost to the projects previously au- | 
thorized. Is that correct? 

General Wuson. I will put it this way. I believe what he is say- | 
ing is, if you want to change the principle involved it ought 
changed by your action. ‘ 

Mr. Jones. This bill will give to the Secretary of the Army and the 
Corps of Engineers the authority to make adjustments subject to av- 
thorizations. | 

General Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Taking into consideration the extended authorizations 
that would be applicable to a project by this bill, would it not? 
General Wrison. It would certainly give us a lot of rights and 

uties. 

Mr. Jonzs. We have a precedent for this sort of thing in the allo 
cation of costs as fixed by the Federal Power Commission in author- 
izing projects; do we not ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 


| 
| 
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Mr. Jonrs. So you would be carrying out the same function of 

changing the allocation of cost on a flood control project the same 

way _ the Federal Power Commission would on a hydroelectric 
roject 

F eneral Witson. We would not really be changing the allocation 

cost. We would be changing the provisions, yes. That is true. Of 

the local cooperation. 

Mr. Jones. So it would not trouble the Corps of Engineers too 
much if they had that added authority to maintain a continuous an- 
alysis of projects and consider them in a priority order of greatest 
need in a disaster area? 

General Winson. Yes, sir. I think it would trouble us to have 
that degree of authority, Mr. Jones. For instance, take this case in 
point. e are not attempting to say that the 30-70 is the correct 
amount necessary—although it happens to be the law—— 

Mr. Jonrs. That is the factor that is determined by the Bureau of 
the Budget and not by the Corps of Engineers. 

General Wurson. It has been determined by the Congress also by 
accepting that ratio. At any rate, take this a instance of the 
difficulties involved in trying to work this thing out. Right now, as 

inted out, it is an authorized project. The appropriation has been 
made for funds to do the design. We have enough funds now to do the 
topographic work and get ready to do the design. We do not have the 
funds as yet to complete the design. 

After we get the funds to complete the design it will take a year 
or more to do the design work. As of right now were we to be faced 
with making this negotiation we would be basing it on the situation 
which exists today. Even after we complete the design, still as you 
know there is the timelag involved in getting the first construction 
appropriation. By the time we get around to doing the construction 
we might have an even worse situation existing as far as the local 
economy is concerned, or we might have an entirely relieved situation 
existing. 

As I understand it, at any stage during this process we would be 
faced with making the determination that we should change the de- 

of local cooperation. 

Mr. Jonxs. It still leaves the Corps of Engineers in the position of 
taking into account the capabilities of the local community to par- 
ticipate. Some communities are fiscally capable of taking Pes a 
higher ratio. But this would reduce the local responsibility for local 
participation to the capabilities of the community. 

General Witson. In effect you want us to decide to charge as much 
as the traffic would bear. 

Mr. Jones. Iam not insisting that you do that. 

General Wison. To put it differently, we would have to decide as 
between a city in Alabama or California and one in Massachusetts as 
to their capability of bearing the cost. That really gets us into the 
economic field. 

Mr. Jonrs. Subsection (2) of section 4 of the bill would give you 
greater liberty in looking at the capabilities of people in rural areas 
that participate. You will recall in the 1956 omnibus bill we author- 
ized a project for $19 million requiring, I think, $7 million of local 
participation. Certainly nobody thought that the Corps of Engineers 
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or the district engineers or anybody else would ever dream that those 
people could raise $7 million. They could not do it. 

Now if you take into account or make some measurement of the 
ability of the local people it seems to me that that is a fair and equi- 
table approach. 

General Wiurson. If the Congress would like to do that we would 
prefer to do that at the time we submit the report so that you could 
agree or disagree with our appraisal. 

4 Mr. Jones. This would give you authority on all future projects to 
o it. 

General Winson. Yes, sir, but as I say, in each specific case we would 
prefer to report it to you that way initially rather than to have the 
power of making that change after you have acted. 

Mr. Jones. Would you have any objection to an amendment that 
would give this committee the right to increase or decrease local par- 
ticipation in authorized projects ¢ 

eneral Wixson. As an individual in the Corps of Engineers; no, 
sir. As administration policy I cannot answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You recall when we took up the time that elapsed from 
a resolution being passed until the project received its first appro- 
priation, and we determined that was 10 years and 3 months. Now 
as to projects on the list that long do you not think it would be ad- 
visable for this committee and the Corps of Engineers to make a re- 
analysis in the light of the capabilities of the local participation? 

General Wirson, I think it would be entirely appropriate. 

Mr. Jones. And it could be done very easily in the area suggested 
by this bill. 

General Wirson. Provided we were required to report to you. 

Mr. McCormack. Will the gentleman yield to me for a minute? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. You talked about the question of decision. [I in- 
troduced another bill with Senator Bush of Connecticut in the Senate 
which allowed you to go ahead on projects under $250,000. You know 
about that ; do you not 

General Wizson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. You have to make a decision there ; do you not? 

General Wuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. That is another bill I am the author of which 
gives the Army Engineers the right to go ahead up to $250,000 with- 
out an authorization in the blanket funds appropriated. 

General Wuson. Yes, sir; but we followed the standard procedures. 

Mr. McCormack. The standards are here also, though, are they not? 

General Witson. We follow the prescribed procedure on degree of 
local participation. 

Mr. McCormack. But you have to make a decision as to where the 
$250,000 project will have to start in different parts of the country; 
do you not? 

eneral Winson. Yes, sir. And we make that determination by put- 
ting them at the bottom of the list as fast as we can determine it is a 
good one and it is economically justified and then they are started 
in the order in which they come; and we make a careful effort not 
to pick one up from the bottom and put it at the top. 

r. McCormack. But you have to make a decision as to where it 
would go? 
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General Wiison. No; they go to the bottom as soon as we can de- 
termine they are economically justified. We have to make a determi- 
nation or decision that it is economically justified—I agree with you. 
But once that is determined we put it at the bottom of those previously 
decided and let it wait its turn. 

Mr. McCormack. That is all. 

Mr. Jones. I have no further question. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Mack. General, Mr. Young in his testimony said that on this 
$17 million project at New Bedford the local contribution would be 
30 percent a and and rights-of-way ; is that a correct statement? 

yeneral Witson. Not completely, sir. I believe I can explain it. 
The 30 percent is to include the costs for lands, rights-of-way, and 
relocations, and so on. There is an additional amount over 30 per- 
cent of the construction cost, however, in accordance with the way the 
project was approved, because in normal procedure they are re- 
sponsible for the maintenance of the project after completion. 

Mr. Mack. What is the estimated cost of the maintenance under the 
Federal project; do you recall? 

General Witson. The capitalized cost for operation and mainte- 
nance of the navigation portion where ships can pass is a total of 
$1,560,000 which local interests would pay in cash and the Federal 
Government would perform the job. In addition, our estimate is in 
the order of $10,000 a year that local interests will have to spend in 
maintaining the rest of the project. 

Mr. Mack. This project has navigation in it? 

General Witson. No, sir. But ships have to be carried through 
the dike in order to permit navigation to get in and out of the harbor. 
And because it does affect navigation in this type of thing normally 
the Federal Government has an operator out there all the time and the 
local interests pay in cash in lieu of doing the operation. 

Mr. Mack. I note in the letter from the Secretary of Labor to the 
chairman of our commitee, Mr. Buckley, the Secretary points out 
that the President is reeommending— 

A program of Federal assistance to areas of substantial and persistent unem- 
ployment. The types of assistance that would be provided by these bills include 
loans and participation in loans to establish or rehabilitate industrial or com- 
mercial plants, technical assistance grants to provide studies to evaluate the 
the potentialities of these areas for economic growth, and financial assistance 
to the State vocational education agencies in providing training for the unem- 
ployed who must be taught new skills. 

This aid would be in addition to the proposed program of the 
President, would it not ? 

General Wirson. I am not qualified to answer that, but I believe so. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. The letter from the Secretary of the Army is as follows: 

May 4, 1959. 
Hon, CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 2185, 86th Congress, a bill to 
authorize modification of local participation in flood control projects. 

This bill would require the Secretary of the Army to reduce the local con- 
tribution otherwise required for a flood control project whenever he determines 
that the project should be constructed without delay because of unusual danger 


| 
| 
| 
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to life and property, if the project is located within a labor surplus area as 
determined by the Secretary of Labor under certain conditions specified in the 
bill. The reduction in the amount of local contribution could be effected by 
decreasing the amount of the contribution by extending the time in which it may 
be made, or by permitting payments in installments. The term “unusual danger 
to life and property” would include dangers arising from hurricane-induced floods 
and other flooding of sufficient severity to warrant assistance by the Federal 
Government under the act approved September 30, 1950, as amended (42 U.S. C. 
1855-1855g), providing for assistance in major disasters. 

A major objective of H.R. 2185 is the alleviation of unemployment in labor 
surplus areas. As it would not be appropriate for the Department of the Army 
to express an opinion on policies and programs for the relief of unemployment, 
the following comments deal solely with other aspects of the bill. 

Under the proposed legislation the decision to proceed with a project and to 
reduce local cooperation requirements would depend upon a finding by the 
Secretary of the Army that the project should be constructed without delay 
because of unusual danger to life and property. Danger to life and property 
is determined by the Chief of Engineers in his investigation of flood problems, 
and his determinations are set out in the reports upon which authorizations are 
based. Hence, when the Congress establishes the requirements of local coopera- 
tion for a project it does so with full knowledge of the danger to life and property. 
In general, it would not be possible for the Secretary of the Army to go any 
further in the evaluation of the hazard than the determination thereof presented 
in the report on which Congress based its action. Furthermore, it would seem 
that if requirements of local cooperation which are incorporated into the laws 
authorizing the projects are to be modified, and the normal procedures for 
arriving at the time when a particular project should be constructed are to be 
set aside, the responsibility for making such decisions should not be vested in 
the head of an executive agency alone. 

For these reasons, the enactment of H.R. 2185 is not favored by the Department 
of the Army. ( 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 


Sincerely yours, 
Wiser M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army. 


Mr. Davis. The letter from the Secretary of Labor is as follows: 


Marcu 30, 1959. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committce on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BucKLEy: This is in further response to your request for 
this Department’s comments on H.R. 2185, a bill to authorize modification of 
local participation in flood control projects. 

This bill would authorize the Secretary of the Army to reduce the local 
contribution required for any authorized flood control project when he finds 
that the project is located in an area determined by the Secretary of Labor 
to be an area having a surplus of labor and that it should be constructed without 
delay because of unusual danger to life and property. 

We understand that local contributions to flood control projects constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers usually consist of land, easements, rights-of-way, 
flowage rights, and, where necessary, highway, railway, and utility relocation. 
The specific contribution to be made by local interests for projects to cost over 
$400,000 customarily is detailed in the act authorizing each project. If there 
are situations where local authorities are financially unable to make the re 
quired contributions, the Congress may take cognizance of this fact when 
authorizing the flood control project. 

H.R. 4172 and H.R. 4278, identical bills, are designed to carry out the Presi- 
dent’s recommendations for a program of Federal assistance to areas of sub 
stantial and persistent unemployment. The types of assistance that would be 
provided by these bills include loans and participation in loans to establish 
or rehabilitate industrial or commercial plants, technical assistance grants 
to provide studies to evaluate the potentialities of these areas for economic 
growth, and financial assistance to the State vocational education agencies in 
providing training for the unemployed who must be taught new skills. 
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| We believe that the assistance afforded by these bills, which contemplate 
| a comprehensive program, will help the citizens of these areas to rehabilitate, 

iy expand, and diversify their economic base, and so remove the underlying causes 
| of the chronic unemployment they now suffer. This Department is, therefore, 
| 


is opposed to enactment of H.R. 2185 and recommends enactment of H.R. 4172. 
al The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
C. of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
or JAMES T. O'CONNELL, 
iy - Under Secretary of Labor. 
it, Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions ? 
te Mr. Baupwin. Could I ask this question, Mr. Chairman? Did I 
he 


understand from one exchange or comment you had with Mr. Jones 
ay that you feel if something Tike this were proposed that the very 
ty minimum you would like to have is that the Committees on Public 
ee Works of the House and Senate approve any proposed changes you 
‘a- | make? Did I get that from that exchange? Maybe I did not. 
ty. General Wixson. Yes, sir. I would say that is what I said. What 
ny I was attempting to say is we feel that the Congress should make the 
>m | determination or establish a new fixed rule but not one which leaves 
ws | leeway for us to interpret. However, I would much prefer to be 
for | required to report back to the committees and get approval of the 
be | change in loca pooperenes because I am certain we would have to 
pass that saan, 78 the Bureau of the Budget and they would have to 
ont give us approval to present it to you even. 
Mr. BaLpwin. Could I ask another question? With regard to sec- 
ion | tion 4, which deals with the determination of an area with a certain 
amount of unemployment, the thought occurred to me that there does 
. not seem to be any measurement of relative timing in this section. 
Inasmuch as these projects have to wait a — of years before 
appropriation, if the Secretary of Labor—and I realize it does not fall 
4 under the determination of the Secretary of the Army but rather under 
the Secretary of Labor—if the Secretary of Labor made a decision that 
| acertain area met this requirement and therefore established that it 
for | fell under this act and therefore you could make a determination as 


of to whether or not you could do something special in the way of re- 
| ducing the local contribution, nevertheless by the time it got through 
= | the Appropriations Committee—which might be a year or 2 or 3 or 


bor | 4from now—two or three new plants might be built in the area and it 


out | might no longer qualify as a labor surplus area, but on the original 
decision of the Secretary of Labor you may have taken action to put 

an the project under this act. 

ion. I am not sure I know the solution to that but does that not present 


ver | aproblem which is not very well solved by section 4? 


here General Witson. That is one of the points I made. We do not 

Pie | know the solution to it either and that is why we are concerned about 
the particular bill. 

resi- | . McFau. General, in this particular project $17,200,000 is the 


sub | authorized amount ? 

| General Witson. Yes, sir; the authorized amount. 
ants | Mr. McFaxu. The required local participation is 30 percent of that 
omic | amount, plus? 
sin | General Wirson. No, sir; the total cost of construction is $10,480,000 
Federal and $5,010,000 non-Federal. That is where your 30 percent 
is. 
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Mr. McF au. Would you say that again? 
General Witson. $10,480,000 is the 70 percent of the construction 
cost—the Federal cost—and the $5,010,000 is the 30-percent local cost, 


In addition to that the local interests have other costs to bear jp 
accordance with the normal ABC. | 

Mr. McFatu. What are those other costs ? 

General Wison. For instance, lands, easements, and rights-of-way | 
are estimated as of the time of the act as $150,000. As I stated, the | 
amortized cost of operation of the navigation gates through the life 
of the project is $1,560,000. So that the total Toca) cooperation cost 
over and above their own annual maintenance of the rest of the project 
is $6,720,000, which therefore comes to more than 30 percent. In addi. 
tion to that it is estimated it will cost them about $10,000 a year to 
maintain the dikes and other features which are not in the navigation 
portion. 

Mr. McFatu. Can you tell me mg it was found necessary to require 
more than 30 percent in this project 

General Wixson. Mr. McFall, your committee can answer that 
question better than I can. 

Mr. McFauu. Do we determine that in this committee ? 

General Wiison. The history of this project is that our first rm. 
port to the Congress did not ask for the 30 percent or recommend it. 

It was enacted into the omnibus bill for that particular year and 
that omnibus bill was vetoed, and in the veto this particular project 


was pointed out as one that should pay a greater percent. When the 
omnibus bill was repassed by the Congress it included this provision 
of 30 percent. 

Mr. McFauu. If this were an ordinary flood-control project what 
would be the amount ? 

General Wixson. If it were not a hurricane project? 

Mr. McFatu. Yes. 

General Wison. It would have amounted to $150,000 for lands and 
$1,560,000 for the non-Federal payment for capitalized costs of oper- 


ating the navigation facilities, or a total of $1,710,000. The Federal 
cost would be $15,490,000. 

I might state in clarification of it that this is considered a floo| 
control project but in the case of a flood-control project that is not 
hurricane the normal provisions are what we call the ABC ror 
sions—lands, easements, and rights-of-way ; relocations; and hold and 
save the Government free from damages and maintain and operate 
the project. Those average, as I remember the figures, about 22 per- 
cent of the total cost. That is what it normally comes out to for the 
local interests. It varies widely between projects but that is what | 
the general average has been for some time past. 

However, on the occasion of this particular project, being one of 
the first ones of this nature of a hurricane type, when the bill was 
vetoed the solution came out, when the bill was passed the next time, 
to make it 70-30. 

oops Mok 14. Is this the normal pattern in hurricane projects of 
this type ? 

General Witson. We in the Corps of Engineers have accepted this 
as a statement of pattern and all of the reports submitted to the Con 
gress since then have been on that basis. 
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Mr. McFaut. I am thinking particularly of the $1,560,000 for 
capitalizing maintenance. 

General Witson. Yes, sir; that is normal. 

Mr. McFatt. If this were done gulf coast, or some place like that, 
it would be exactly the same ? 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. In other words, the requirement is for 
local interests to operate and maintain. Wherever there has to be a 
navigation passage that is the requirement because the local interests 
would perhaps be interfering with general commerce. Normally the 
MEET Govsenmesia does that operation and the local interests pay 
the capitalized cost of it. But it gets in there because it is part of 
the operation and maintenance. It gets in as a local cost because it 
is part of the operation and maintenance, which has always been a 
normal requirement of the flood-control and hurricane-type projects. 

Mr. McF atx. Thank you. 

Mr. Dootry. Gogerel, I think it is a very equitable and well-con- 
ceived measure but I have some fear about the timelag involved in 
these things. Hurricanes strike all over the country and they are 
variable and unpredictable. There is a timelag now between the 
times of authorization and appropriation on a given project of about 
10 years you say, or is it more than that? 

neral Wison. No, sir. Not between authorization and appro- 
riation. 
: Mr. Dootry. From the time you embark on the project. 
General Witson. From the time you embark on the project until 
ou complete it I think it runs even a little greater than 10 years, does 
itnot Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. My recollection was the average time was about 10 years 
and 3 months. 

Mr. Dootry. These hurricanes strike all over the country and the 
Secretary of Labor and Secretary of the Army would have the deci- 
sion as to priority of the projects, but there would be a great timelag 
inmany cases I take it. Is that right? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. If this bill were passed this project in New Bedford 
would probably still be years away. 

General Witson. We would hope not years away. At least more 
than a year but not long years. We have already received the initial 
appropriation for the planning, which would mean normally we would 
eet additional planning money. At the present time we have assumed 
ocal interests have agreed. Rather, we have not assumed, but we 
have a form of assurances from the local interests that they will bear 
their share if we keep going. So I would hope within a year or a 
year and a half we could complete the — Then how long it 
will take to have appropriations made for construction I cannot say. 


It would usually run 2 or 3 years. Two years anyhow. 

Mr. Jones. May I ask one more question. I hate to delay this but 
a question arises in connection with it. In a lot of these local partici- 
pation projects, especially under the drainage section of the 1944 act, 
the requirement of local participation cannot be met since there is no 
corporate authority in the States to give assurances to the Corps of 
Engineers that they will carry out their obligations over and beyond 
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the 1-year period. Do you have any suggestions as to how we may | 


eliminate that problem ? 

General Wizson. It has been solved in lots of places, Mr. Jones, but 
I do not know of any realistic way other than passing legislation within 
the State which authorizes setting up these bodies. 

Mr. Jones. That would be the proper forum to solve that problem ? 

General Wiuson. Yes,sir. It has been done in many States. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you. 

General Wuson. And incidentally, I am not opposing the idea of 
making the payment over the life of the project. 

Mr. Jones. that. 

General Wixson. In water supply that is a provision. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Rostson. This testimony this morning has been mainly about 
New Bedford with a mention of Providence. Could you make any 
comment about how many other communities besides these two are 
having difficulties in arranging for local contributions on authorized 
projects of this sort? 

General Witson. Difficulty is a relative thing, Mr. Robison. 

Mr. Rogtson. I understand that. 

General Wixson. There are quite a few who are having extreme 
difficulty as is New Bedford. With regard to hurricanes there are 
not too many that have yet been approved but quite a few projects 
which would be economically ‘ustified do not even reach you because 
local interests say they are not going to be able to pay their share and, 


therefore, we never submit the report, or rather it is unfavorable, | 


But in addition to that I cannot tell you offhand the amount, but there 
are quite a number of projects that roost on the shelf waiting for a 
long time for the local interests to go through the legislative action 
which Mr. Jones talked about, in order to get the authority to do this. 

As an example of one, I was district engineer up at St. Paul back 
in 1946 to 1949 and if I remember correctly we had completed a report 
on Fargo-Moorehead at just about that time. We were trying to 
help them to organize themselves to get ready. If I remember cor- 
rectly I think in the last couple of years they have gotten themselves 
organized and gotten the two communities together and given us the 
assurances, and the project has gotten. under way. 

Mr. Rosison. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. McCormack. Could I ask a question ? 


Mr. Davis. Yes. 
Mr. McCormack. General, Secretary Brucker said the major objec- 
tive is the alleviation of unemployment in labor surplus areas. at 


determination is made by the Secretary of Labor under this bill in 
accordance with the criteria. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 
Fee McCormack. So that does not apply to the Secretary of the 

cabal Witson. He is not stating that. In the first three para- 

zraphs in essence he is just summarizing what he understands the 
bill to say. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. The other point is when you make your 
report on the project unusual dangers are included in that. 
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General Wison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Now take the bill. Could that not be met by 
saying that—if the committee decided to report the bill—whenever a 
flood control project is located in a labor surplus area as determined 
by the Secretary of Labor this would apply? That would meet that 

jection of the Secretary of the Army; would it not? 

neral Witson. It would take care of that objection of the Sec- 
retary of the Army. Yes, sir. It would not take away the second 
objection, however, on the next page, where we would prefer to have 
the procedure set up specifically or included in the authorization act 
ona particular project. 

Mr. McCormack. They opposed my other bill calling for the $250,- 
000 offset,too. You remember that. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. We are prepared to carry out whatever 
you gentlemen say. 

Mr. MoCormacn. It was passed in this committee and you found it a 
very good bill to operate under. 

neral Wixson. Yes,sir. It isa good bill. 

Mr. McCormack. Connecticut has a couple of projects which will 
be dedicated with ——— ceremonies in a few days. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. And you are doing a lot of good work under that 
bill. My district does not benefit, in Boston, does it ? 

General Witson. I do not believe there are any in your district. 
No, sir. But again, Mr. McCormack, in that case we have been able 
tosolve it by in each case putting it at the bottom of the list. 

Mr. McCormacsg. I know that. 

General Witson. But if the Congress were to tell us to move them 
to the head of the list we would do it, too. 

Mr. McCormack. If you were in command of troops in the field, 
General, I would have confidence in your ae a decision and I do 
not think the Corps of Engineers are afraid to face decisions in this 
case, particularly where it is based on simple equity. 

General Wirson. We are not, but if I am in command of troops in 
the field there would be less people looking over my shoulder than 
there would be here. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes, but there would be more responsibility, 
M ibility by f: 

neral WiLson. More responsibility by far. 

Mr. McCormack. Surely. 

Mr. Dootry. This applies to all previous projects on which con- 
struction has not yet started ? 

General Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Dootry. That means a reappraisal of the hurricane area. 

General Witson. It would mean probably that local interests would 

uest that. 
r. Dootry. Yes,sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, General. After we hear from 
our colleague, Mr. Keith, we have three very small items that we 
would like to dispose of, and we will have ample time to do it. Some 
of our colleagues—and this always happens—impress us in the last 
days with the “30 their — I think if you will cooperate 
tomorrow and come back for a half an hour we have about two more 
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which we can dispose of and then we can shut the door of the shop as 
far as this Subcommittee on Flood Control is concerned. 
Mr. Keith, will you come around, please? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HASTINGS KEITH, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Kerru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. As you know, Mr. Keith succeeded our popular col- 
league, Mr. Nicholson. We always call him “Nick.” When you see 
him give him our very kindest regards. 

Mr. Kerru. I saw him yesterday, Mr. Chairman. He is in good 
health. 

Mr. Davis. Fine. 

Mr. Keirn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee and Mr, 
McCormack. I am very pleased to come here today and to support 
the majority leader’s measure to provide for assistance which is of 
incidental benefit to the city of New Bedford. I do not mean that it 
is incidental to that city as such, but it is included in this general 
bill which I believe can do a great deal to help us in our approach 
to recessions. 

We have a compensating economy. When we get into a recession 
or a depression the public and its Representatives here in Washington 
insist, and rightly so, on an extension of public works aon yee that 
oftentimes come too late to accomplish their mission. The appro- 
priation for a highway program is made now and it may be 10 years 
or 5 years before that effect is felt on the economy of this country. 
Here, however, you would have an automatic formula which would 
provide benefits that would come in time to do some good. 

Therefore, it seems a very justifiable aim to pass legislation on 
this subject to provide that where there is a depressed community, 
suffering for an extended period of time, this consideration will be 

iven. That answers the question that I believe Mr. Baldwin raised. 
n section 4 the formula is such that there must be a consistent and 
substantial amount of unemployment. 

I would like to point out that this would relieve the burden of the 
Federal Government in an additional way to that which Mr. Young 
mentioned in his testimony. He talked about the loss of income to 
the Government through the corporate income tax treatment which 
would amount to about $20 million in this particular area. The Fed- 
eral Government has other taxes. If we get into a depression, even 
if it is on a limited basis in a particular community, we have to pick 
up the check for substantial Federal assistance, in unemployment in- 
surance, in aid to the aged and aid to dependent children, and some- 
times depressed area legislation has to be underwritten by us. 

So I think it is good public policy to build into this formula 
an automatic operation to stabilize our economy in times of recession, 
which would call for additional assistance from the Federal Gov- 
ernment when we have an area that is depressed as in New Bedford. 

There are one or two points I would like to make in addition to 
this one. I believe that the subject has been very well covered by the 
previous witnesses but I would like to point out that there is no in- 
surance available for the corporate interests to buy. The Congress 
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assed some authorizing legislation in this field some years ago. I 
lieve of predecessor, who was so active in the sponsorship of this 

bill, which originally called, I believe, for 100-percent participation 
on the part of the Federal Government, was also an ardent supporter 
of a plan whereby the Federal Government could more or less oversee 
some insurance for these industries which would be adversely affected 
by this flood damage. 

ate the legislation authorizing it is on the books it has never 
been implemented and so these men have no recourse but to move out 
of this area or to have this protection afforded them. 

Finally, as the mayor pointed out in his testimony, it is a tremendous 
burden for the city of New Bedford. We have in Massachusetts leg- 
islation which prohibits substantial expenditures on the part of cities 
and towns beyond their assessed valuation. I think you would find they 
would have to go to the legislature for special laws permitting them 
to underwrite the expenses of this project, and it is a very difficult 
thing to ask New Bedford to handle or to assume this very substantial 
cost. 

Thank you very much for giving me an opportunity to testify. I 
must say that this committee is very well attended and it is a pleasure 
tocome before you at this time. 

Mr. Davis. The majority leader is here today and we like to make a 
good showing. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Keith, your predecessor, Mr. Nicholson, was for 
many years a member of this committee and a very colorful, congenial, 
able, and effective member. Your presentation here today was 
thorough and complete and I think the Nicholson’s district continues 
to be very ably represented. 

Mr. Kerru. Thank you, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mumma. I would like to add here that to my memory Nicholson 
was the only Congressman able to pat a bill over by his personal popu- 
larity—that famous cranberry bill. 

Mr. Kerru. I will tell you this: I hope I do not have to wait as long 
as Mr. Nicholson did for that cranberry bill. Of course, he had Mr. 
Mack giving him some support, because there are cranberries out in 
Washington too. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. McF aut. Mr. Keith, I would ask you or perhaps the mayor of 
New Bedford would prefer to answer this question: What is the tax 
rate in New Bedford ¢ 

Mayor Lawter. The tax rate at the present time after we just re- 
assessed the valuation, is $65.20. There is no question of doubt what 
the tax rate in New Bedford next year will be increased because of the 
policy which was adopted of giving to the 27 municipal employees 
what they have long Seeeevesl namely, a raise. Therefore, the tax 
rate will again next year skyrocket. At the present time we have a 
committee studying it. =e 

As to the city participating to the extent of some 714 or 8 million 
dollars as the local share of this project, we will have to go out and 
borrow the money. If we pay for it over a period of 20 Herm based. 
on our valuation, it will add over $4 per thousand solely for this very 
funding which we would do, plus the fact that we would be putting 
the city in a rather precarious position for future bonding on other 
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projects which may become just as necessary in a different field than 
this because of the Massachusetts State law. 

Mr. McF atu. By $65.20 you mean $6.50 a hundred and $65.20 per 
thousand 

Mayor Lawter. Per thousand; yes. 

Mr. Davis. Is there anything further ? 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. That concludes the open hear. | 


ing on this subject. The committee will now go into executive session, | 


(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the committee went into executive ses- 


sion.) 
(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN FOGARTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
ISLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear before your committee today in whole 
hearted support of H.R. 2185, to authorize modification of local participation in 
flood control projects. This bill authorizes the Secretary of the Army to reduce 
the local contribution required for these projects if he determines that a flood 
control project should be constructed without delay because of unusual danger 
to life and property when such project is located within a labor surplus area, 
I believe that this measure should have my support on a nationwide basis in 
order to alleviate the suffering caused countless thousands of Americans in times 
of flood disaster, but particularly, of course in view of its effect upon the project 
which is close to my heart in my own State of Rhode Island. 

Twice in the past 20 years the State of Rhode Island has been visited and hurt 
badly by hurricane storms. In the hurricane of 1954 area property damage was 
estimated at $200 million and this amounted to 7.4 percent of the State’s total 
personal income. This was in addition to the loss of 19 lives and injury to many 
hundreds of our people. 

Subsequent to this catastrophe, the Rhode Island congressional delegation 
joined forces to press for the early construction of some sort of hurricane pro- 
tection, and the result of their efforts was that the Army Engineers recom- 
mended, and the Congress approved, a project which would place a protective 
dam at Fox Point in the Providence River at an overall cost of $16,500,000. 

The authorization for this project was contained in the omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill of 1958, and at the time of its passage by the Congress, the Federal 
share of the cost was established at $16,180,000 and the local share as $320,000, 
plus the cost of annual maintenance. This was based on the same formula as 
that which had always been applied to inland river projects on the assumption 
that there was no justifiable difference in an area being flooded by fresh or salt 
water. 

The President, as you know, vetoed this bill and insisted upon a reappraisal 
of the local participation in the cost of three hurricane flood projects, including 
that of Fox Point Dam. Mr. Chairman, your committee in an excellent rebuttal 
of the veto statement replied: 

“These recommendations are based upon the philosophy that damages from 
hurricane floods are similar to damages from river floods and that the Federal 
Government should, in general, participate to the same extent. It was pointed 
out during committee hearings on these projects that it little concerns a property 
owner whether his home is flooded, or his life endangered, by salt water or by 
fresh water. If there is justification for the participation by the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the protection of floods from rivers, then there is certainly equal 
justification in the participation of the Federal Government in the protection 
of floods from hurricane storms.” 

In view of the adamant position taken by the President, however, the Con- 
gress did accept a reappraisal of the local participation costs on these projects. 
The result of this reappraisal meant that the local’cost of the Fox Point Dam 
rose from $320,000 to an outlay of $4,950,000, or 30 percent of the total involved. 
While we strongly disagreed with the veto recommendation and its obvious 
discrimination against coastal areas, the Rhode Island delegation and the mayor 
of Providence, Walter H. Reynolds, had no choice but to go along. We knew 
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that the situation was so urgent that no time could be lost in arriving at the 
actual construction of the project if we hoped to eliminate the terrible damage 
which recurring storms might create. To add to the weight of the problem, 
the change in local cost basis came at a time when our State was desperately 
striving to pull itself out of an economic low and had just begun to see the 
light of an improved economy. Now it appeared that the downtown property 
owners who had suffered heavy business losses might be required to pay a 
surcharge on their taxes to help finance the construction costs. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with this background in mind that I appear here today 
jn support of the proposed legislation. Rhode Island has been a labor surplus 
area for a number of years and the passage of this bill would be of great help 
pot only in the present need of the Fox Point Dam but also in the event that 
we might have the misfortune to again be struck by catastrophe from flooding in 
the near future. 

My State of Rhode Island is deeply appreciative of the sincere and sympathetic 
consideration which this committee has given us in the past. Our people know 
that without your splendid cooperation we would not now have the Fox Point 
Dam in a planning stage. We feel that you are aware of the severe financial 
problem which the new local cost of that project has brought to us and hope 
that you will favorably report the subject bill which could provide us with 
some relief. 


x 


